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Abstract  
 
The aim of this study has been to challenge or expand the present views on special education 
found in the literature. In a series of six articles this thesis will directly or indirectly debate 
questions relating to inclusive and exclusive mechanisms in society. It is claimed that the tension 
between traditionalism and inclusionism within special education may harm the legitimation of 
special education as a profession of the welfare state. The articles address the relationship be-
tween these two approaches. There are three major areas of this discussion: first, the use of 
paradigms to describe the epistemological discussion within special education (articles 1–3); 
secondly, the relationship between the special educational profession and the wider social role of 
the special in this profession (articles 3–5); and thirdly the relationship between special educa-
tion and humanity (article 6).  
The first part presents the theory of research programmes as a way of describing the content, 
the possibilities, and the problems of the different approaches (article 1). The chief argument is 
that the concept of research programmes more clearly emphasises the ethical responsibilities 
involved in research within the field of special education than does the paradigmatic approach 
(article 2). In a manner similar to the theory of paradigms, the research-programme approach 
clearly emphasises the social aspects of research and knowledge development (article 3). How-
ever, in contrast to the paradigmatic approach, the theory of research programmes captures the 
heterogeneity within this field and offers a way of assessing the status of any given direction of 
research.  
The second part considers the social aspects of the debate between traditionalism and inclu-
sionism from different perspectives, including those of Theodor Adorno, Michel Foucault, and 
Ian Hacking. A central claim made is that the work seen within special education must be under-
stood as a reaction to the social and political world that the profession is part of, and that this also 
is part of a specific historical development (articles 3 and 4). Even though it is possible to claim 
that the main aim for special education is to help people that are looked at as disabled or feel 
disabled, it is also necessary to understand that the profession is highly constrained by the grand 
narrative of the welfare state and the historical discourse that this profession is part of (article 4). 
It is therefore stated that the special education profession plays a role in defining people with 
special needs into society and with certain social roles (articles 4 and 5).  
The third part focuses on a central aspect of special education: the humanistic solutions to-
wards people who are left behind by ordinary education. The humanistic obligation for special 
education is part of the general aim of the welfare state to provide an education for a democratic 
and an inclusive society. This humanistic aim and the goal to offer an education for democracy 
seem therefore to dominate the understanding of how special education works (article 6). The 
traditionalism-inclusionism controversy is partly rooted in different ways of understanding the 
role of special education with respect to democracy. It seems, however, that the traditionalism-
inclusionism controversy tends to lead researchers to debate paradigmatic positions with each 
other than to develop alternative strategies for dealing with the delicate challenge of the differ-
ences within education. 
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Introduction 
Special education (as education in general) is essentially a value-based enterprise. 
Educational as well as habilitational and medical practices have the aim of ser-
ving the interests and good of individuals and society. The way we value the lives 
of individuals with cognitive impairments inevitably affects our attitudes towards 
these people […]. Special education cannot thus be effective and serve its purpose 
suitably if its value-based aims are not defined satisfactorily. (Vehmas, 2002 p. 
13) 
 
This project is an analysis of the value basis of special education in school 
and society. In order to do so, I employ the concepts of traditionalism and 
inclusionism as a point of departure for describing two established ap-
proaches within this field (Gallagher et al. 2004; Mostert et al. 2008). This 
thesis has two central assumptions concerning the debate between these two 
approaches. First, the dispute is understood as a discussion about the role of 
special education as part of the welfare state and the goal for establishing a 
school for all, and hence the practice seen within special education must be 
understood in relation to the general goals of the welfare state. Secondly, 
traditionalism and inclusionism draw on different epistemological bases, and 
this difference has to be emphasised as an important aspect in the attempt to 
clarify how special education can act and legitimise its existence.  
Arguments presented in this thesis are to some extent constrained by the 
Norwegian special education culture, both in research and practice. The re-
search presented here is nevertheless of international interest with respect to 
the ongoing debate on the role of special education within an inclusive soci-
ety.  
This study is directed towards the academic field of special education and 
the special education profession. One central issue for the profession of spe-
cial education is whether special education can be used for increasing overall 
school performance (Lunt & Norwich, 1999; Hausstätter & Takala, 2010). 
There are indications, however, that this is problematic. As pointed out by 
Kavale and Mostert (2004), while there is much research within educational 
and special-needs fields that insist that special education is an effective way 
of promoting educational standards in general, closer inspections have dem-
onstrated that these claims fail to meet general scientific standards. Söder 
(1992) has observed another problem regarding special educational support 
and the time it takes to implement it. The period from the point of detection 
of a problem in need of special education to the point of implementation of a 
special teaching solution is lengthy, because the problem must first be treated 
both theoretically and methodologically before it can be recognised as ger-
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mane to the welfare policy of special education. During this time from detec-
tion to practice, the circumstances of the people in need of help may have 
changed, and thus the special-education service given might fail to be of any 
help. This is further complicated owing to the debate about the role of spe-
cial-education research and the scientific justifications for this profession 
(e.g., Gallagher et al., 2004; Mostert et al., 2008; Hausstätter, 2007a). A cent-
ral part of this discussion is the role of inclusive education and inclusive 
practices in schools. This inclusive element is, for example, essential to 
Skrtic’s (1991a) analysis of excellence within regular and special education. 
Skrtic (1991a) makes a helpful observation in the following quotation:  
… the failure of public education to be either excellent or equitable can be under-
stood in terms of the inherent contradiction between democracy and bureaucracy 
[...] Special education, then, can be understood as the institutional practice that 
emerged to contain this contradiction in public education. And because social in-
stitutions are best understood from their dark side […] special education is a par-
ticularly insightful vantage point for deconstructing twentieth-century public edu-
cation (p. 153). 
 
The attempt to bridging the approach used in this study to Skrtic’s statement 
is telling of the background of this thesis, which is to investigate the pro-
cesses involved in the legitimisation of special education within the welfare 
state.  
 
Research aim 
The questions raised in the traditionalism-inclusionism controversy are deci-
sive to special education and education in general. With reference to the goal 
of creating an inclusive school and society, Slee (1998) points to the import-
ance of theorising special education and rejects that this is: 
… an academic indulgence, a retreat from the ‘real-world’ problems of respond-
ing to difficulties in everyday life of schools and classrooms: it represents a 
chance to throw into sharp relief the anti-democratic policies of special education 
submerged in normalising disclosures and dividing practices which produce hier-
archies of ‘scholastic identities’ (p. 126f). 
 
The aim of this study has been to challenge or expand the present views on 
special education in the literature debating the role of this profession. In a 
series of six articles this thesis will directly or indirectly debate the role of 
traditionalism and inclusionism within special education. By approaching the 
reason for special education, this research project has sought to highlight the 
value basis within this profession (Slee, 1998; Vehmas, 2002) by addressing 
some of the questions of inclusive and exclusive mechanisms in society. This 
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analysis has investigated the theoretical background of the relationship be-
tween traditionalism and inclusionism. Through several theoretical perspec-
tives this thesis will explore the academic field of special education. The aim 
is to get a better understanding of the challenges experienced in special edu-
cation, and whether or how special education can be legitimised within the 
welfare state. 
 
The Norwegian framework 
Voices critical towards the content and structure of education have always 
been part of the Norwegian pedagogical culture (Telhaug & Mediås, 2003). 
The criticism directed towards special education was intense in the early 
1970s when scientific studies made strong claims that special schools had 
very limited academic success (Haug, 1999; Stangvik, 1970). This criticism, 
together with a worldwide humanistic upsurge, resulted in a common-school 
law for all children from 1976 and the closure of almost every state- and 
county-owned special school and a focus on integration in normal schools. 
The Norwegian debate is closely linked to the international discussion about 
the role of special-needs teaching in relation to integration, inclusion, and 
teaching quality1 (e.g., Kaffmann & Sasso, 2006; Brantlinger, 1997; Hegarty, 
2001; Wilson, 2000; Barton & Slee, 1999; Danforth, 2004; Gallagher, 1998; 
Odom et al. 2005).  
The debate resulting from academic results and possible exclusion of 
people is again gaining attention in the Norwegian discussion (e.g., Dale, 
2008; Elstad & Sivesind, 2010). However, as stated by Nordahl and Hausstät-
ter (2009), there is an discrepancy between the role of special education at the 
level of policy and the experiences of special teaching at a practical level.2 
One reason for this discrepancy might be the lack of a theoretical framework 
for understanding the role of special education as part of the scientific and 
practical developments of the educational system within the welfare state 
(Hausstätter, 2007a; Skrtic, 1991b; Slee, 1998).  
 
Norway and the world 
Much of the literature within this area is based on theories from an interna-
tional, mainly British and American, discussion about the role of special 
                                                           
 
1 For more on the difference between Norwegian and Finnish special education, see Hausstät-
ter & Takala (2008; 2010), Hausstätter & Sarromaa (2009a,b) 
2 See also: Skrtic, T., Harris, K. R. & Shriner, J. G. (2005). Special education, Policy and 
Practice: Accountability, Instruction and Social Changes. London: Love Publishing Com-
pany.  
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education. Looking at the role of special education in a cross-cultural context, 
we may observe that this area deals with a number of central general issues, 
but at the same time we must be aware of the national differences within 
special education (e.g., Armstrong, 2003; Armstrong & Barton, 1999; 
Emanuelsson, 2001; Gaad, 2004; Hausstätter & Takala, 2008; Nutbrown & 
Clough, 2004; Safran, 1989). As pointed out above, Norway has a relatively 
long tradition of integration and inclusion. The amount of special education 
in schools is also quite low in a global comparison (Vislie, 2003), and the 
political goals of making schools in Norway inclusive and of keeping the 
amount of special education to a minimum remain strong. The discrepancy as 
observed by Nordahl and Hausstätter (2009) between policy level and the 
practical level must therefore be understood in a Norwegian framework, and 
it might well be that the Norwegian school is fairly inclusive and open to 
disabled pupils in the global context (Hausstätter & Takala, 2009). As em-
phasised, the debate between traditionalism and inclusionism and the theo-
retical perspectives presented are mainly developed by researchers and schol-
ars from the United States and Great Britain, and the school system that they 
discuss and debate is quite different from the one from which this thesis has 
evolved. An awareness of these national differences is, therefore, important 
to bear in mind when using theories and perspectives found in the discussion 
within special education. Still, the ideas presented in this dissertation, is 
grounded on the assumption of reasonable comparability. The central con-
cepts of this thesis constitute part of the hidden frame for special education, a 
frame which is important to make visible with a conceptual analysis. 
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Theoretical framework 
 
This thesis approaches special education by starting with how we define the 
core of this area. In other words, what does this area have in common, and 
what is so unique about it that makes it possible to talk of a profession or a 
specific academic field? The answer to this question is of course dependent 
on the concepts used, and which approach we choose in order to understand 
special education from, that is, traditionalism or inclusionism. There is how-
ever one common aspect that seems to be shared by most of the perspectives 
found: the task for special education is to help and support people who in 
some way or another are not offered sufficient education to grow and develop 
as part of their society (Danforth, 2004; Gallagher, 1998; Hausstätter, 2004; 
Persson, 2007). The goal of offering educational help constitutes, therefore, 
the core of how this profession might be legitimised. Still, the question of 
how to offer this help and support is contested, and must be constantly dis-
cussed. 
The aspect of help that seems to present itself as a common denominator 
for special education is that it is directed to someone who is in need of help, 
and hence special-needs education. Due to this need these people are tradi-
tionally defined as being disabled in some way. The ways that a person is 
defined as disabled are, however, not straightforward and therefore this is an 
aspect within special education that has undergone much scrutiny and debate 
(table 1).  
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Table 1. Different perspectives of disabilities (developed from Smith, 2008) 
 
 Interpretation Understanding of disability Dominant part of  
Medical models Full-essentialist 
individual defi-
ciency  
Disability is caused by 
fixed medical character-
istics that inevitably prel-
ude a life of deficiency and 
‘abnormality’ 
 Traditionalism  
 Part-essentialist 
individual defi-
ciency  
Whilst disability is caused 
by the above medical 
characteristics, these can be 
partially alleviated by 
changes in the social 
environment so as to enable 
some degrees of ‘normal 
living’ 
 Traditionalism 
Social models Politics of dis-
ablement interpre-
tation 
Disability is caused by 
social practices that sys-
tematically exclude im-
paired people from the 
activities of ‘normal 
citizenship’. 
 Inclusionism 
 Social construc-
tion of disable-
ment interpreta-
tion 
Disability is caused by the 
way impairments are 
defined and associated with 
characteristics that are 
necessarily assumed to 
have a negative impact on 
personal identity, develop-
ment, and fulfilment.  
 Inclusionism 
 
Special education and the welfare state  
This study regards special education as a profession of the welfare state3 
(Brante 1988; Ravneberg, 2003; Molander & Terum, 2008; Sabel et.al, 
2010). Special education has historical roots that extend well before the es-
tablishment of the welfare state, but it has been through the welfare state that 
this profession has established itself both as a key element of this regime and 
                                                           
 
3 This thesis does not go into depth about different definitions of the welfare state. There 
exists a broad spectrum of theories on this topic. In this thesis a welfare state is simply a 
concept of government where the state plays a key role in the protection and promotion of 
the economic and social well-being of its citizens. In a Nordic framework this is further 
based on the principles of equality of opportunity, the equitable distribution of wealth, and a 
notion of public responsibility for those unable to avail themselves of the minimal provi-
sions for a good life. 
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as a separate academic field.4 As a profession within the welfare state, special 
education must legitimise itself as being competent to educate people with 
special needs; in other words the profession must be seen as a necessity by 
the welfare state.  
A central criterion for a profession, such as special education, is that it be 
considered professional, with people who have professional knowledge and a 
professional system that is accepted as a correct way for giving support (Ab-
bot 1995b,c; Schein, 1972). As a welfare-state profession special education 
must be acknowledged as an occupation that supports the welfare system and 
the state. The state in turn protects this profession with its support of the 
educational system of the profession, the control system of the profession, 
and the financial systems that enable it to exist within the state. According to 
Wolpe (1990; 1994) the professional community is based on a set of myths, a 
body of research, and a range of techniques that construct a common cultural 
understanding and ideology. This cultural community is dependent on formal 
and informal rules that both define and constrain the profession both aca-
demically and practically (Danforth, 2004).  
According to Molander and Terum (2008), a profession is defined by or-
ganisational and performative aspects. The organisational aspect implies that 
a profession must have a monopoly on some tasks or areas of work in a 
community. Standards are established by a profession that define the tasks 
and who can perform them, and these pronouncements protect its monopoly. 
To secure a monopoly a profession must also have a high degree of autonomy 
whereby the professional knowledge is the fundamental basis for its prac-
tices, and not an external authority. Some professions, and most of the wel-
fare-state professions, are politically constituted and have had their autonomy 
legally recognised (Abbot, 1995a). Another important part of the organisa-
tional aspect is the ethical element of the profession. A professional structure 
is a way to institutionalise a collective service orientation so that it is not 
entirely based on the ethical standard of each person (Molander & Terum, 
2008). The performative aspect of a profession is the practical dimension of 
the profession. In general, a profession offers a service. The receiver of this 
service is often described as a client, one who is dependent on the service. 
The point of this service is to change the situation of the client, which might 
involve a transition from sick to healthy or from un-normal to normal. This 
change is made possible by, first, a definition of the problem (e.g., a diagno-
sis), secondly, an evaluation of what needs to be done, and thirdly, a decision 
on how it should be implemented. This process is driven by standards that 
                                                           
 
4 In Norway from 1961.  
8 Rune Sarromaa Hausstätter 
 
both define professional knowledge and what is the correct assessment of a 
given problem.  
Accordingly, the special pedagogue must base his or her activity on scien-
tific facts developed within an academic context. Further, as a welfare-state 
profession, the cultural community of special pedagogues acquires its legiti-
mation from academic support based on research and theoretical develop-
ment. However, the academic basis for special education is under critical 
scrutiny, and this may weaken the legitimacy of the profession. A central 
challenge for special education thus involves the political and ideological 
aspects of the welfare state that define the goal of all welfare professions 
(Abbot, 1995a).  
It seems that special education, as a part of the welfare state, plays a role 
in the political goal of offering a school for all (Kivirauma & Ruoho, 2007; 
Sabel, et.al. 2010). Developing a school for all is, however, a challenging 
task as long as there are general academic standards for the pupils to meet. As 
described by Hautamäki (1993) this is a task that has been challenging the 
Western educational system since at least the Second World War. 
Hautamäki’s (1993) descriptions facilitate a presentation of some of the cent-
ral challenges facing the general educational system and special education. In 
a historical and cultural context, the school has developed dramatically over 
the last 100 years. This development can in the context of this thesis be used 
to describe the place of special education in the educational system in the 
following way: “Long ago”, only a few people were offered the possibility of 
schooling, and what these people were taught was defined as necessary for 
learning in school. Over the last 100 years, and especially after the Second 
World War and the development of the welfare state, more and more people 
gained access to schooling as a part of the official goal of providing school-
ing for all.  
As pointed out by Hautamäki (1993) this development has faced the deli-
cate challenge of the treatment of difference. By offering schooling for all 
pupils, the school is constantly facing this challenge, and this can be experi-
enced by an increased range of academic performances within the pupil co-
hort. The statistical result of this effect might well be a decrease in the aver-
age academic results.  
The decrease in academic skills is, at least politically, very difficult to 
justify (e.g. Brunner, 1960; Kjærnsli et al., 2007). In order to meet this chal-
lenge several strategies can be implemented: 
• One strategy might be to reduce the goal of education.  
• It can be claimed that it is not possible to measure satisfactorily the 
learning outcomes in school.  
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• Similar to the strategy above, another option is to assert that certain 
groups of pupils should not be included in the statistical measures of 
the school’s results (full-time special education). 
• Another strategy is to give compensatory education through special 
education (part-time special education). 
• The alteration of normal education is also possible in order to meet the 
challenges of difference (inclusive education). 
 
Special education plays a role in the last three strategies presented here. Tra-
ditionalistic special education has developed a series of pedagogical strat-
egies to use both within full-time and part-time special education. These 
strategies are, however, challenged by perspectives developed within an in-
clusive framework that highlights the need for a greater focus on the content 
of general education than on special education.  
The relation to different strategies in order to meet the central goal of cre-
ating a school for all as part of the welfare state pinpoints the tension found 
between traditionalism and inclusionism that is emphasised in this thesis. In 
addition it points to the institutional tension that today is found within special 
education.  
 
The controversy  
[…] postmodern nonsense is attempting to colonize special education in much the 
same way that it has taken control in other disciplines, and it is time for us to en-
gage in what can be called boundary maintenance (Kauffmann & Sasso, 2006, p. 
67) 
 
The theories presented by Abbot (1995a), Brante (1988), Schein (1972), and 
Wolpe (1994) regard the special educational profession as having a core and 
boundaries based on a professional knowledge of how to give educational 
support to people who in some way are understood as being special. This 
professional knowledge is protected by research and institutional arrange-
ments that strengthen the fundamental assumption that special education can 
offer a type of special support for people described with special needs. As 
long as there is a clear correlation between the professional competence and 
the needs defined by the welfare state, the profession will legitimise its exist-
ence (Danforth, 2004). With respect especially to the special educational 
profession, this profession will enjoy this situation as long as its professional 
knowledge correlates with the needs of the school. The problem today is that 
the ideology of the welfare state is changing or being challenged (Øvrelid, 
2002), and this leads to conflicts within special education, especially in re-
gard to the question for whom and for what purpose do we offer special edu-
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cation (Danforth, 2004). In particular, the controversy between traditionalism 
and inclusionism (e.g., Brantlinger, 1997; Skrtic, 1991, Danforth, 1997; 2000, 
Gallagher, 1998) challenges the legitimacy of special education. Both tradi-
tionalism and inclusionism offer solutions towards the challenge described 
previously.  
 
Traditionalism versus Inclusionism  
According to researchers, traditionalism and inclusionism are incompatible, 
and their respective understanding of disabilities is very different (Hausstät-
ter, 2007a; Brantlinger, 1997; Danforth, 2004; Vehmas, 2008). As part of this 
debate, several different theoretical descriptions have appeared over the last 
two decades in order to operationalise the different ways of understanding 
special education (e.g., Skrtic, 1991; Skidmore, 1996; Emanuelsson, Persson 
& Rosenqvist, 2001; Haug, 2003; Hausstätter, 2004).  
At the heart of this controversy is the role of special education in today’s 
school and society, which is based on the question of whether disabilities are 
a real and unchangeable part of our society or whether they are socially con-
structed (e.g., Gallagher, 2001; Gallagher et al., 2004; Kavale & Forsnes, 
2000; Mostert et al., 2008; Vehmas & Mäkelä, 2008). This debate draws out 
the ethical challenges of education in general and special education in par-
ticular. The problem with this discussion is that it seems to be ridden by tradi-
tionalist and inclusionist orthodoxies instead of being guided by pedagogical 
knowledge and ethics (Iano, 1990; Kavale & Mostert, 2004). This lack of 
pedagogical reflection results in the lack of a clear focus aimed at the school 
and its obligation to prepare children for their adult years (Connolley & 
Hausstätter, 2009).  
Much of the debate between traditionalism and inclusionism does not of-
fer concrete solutions on how special education should be implemented. As 
emphasised by Hausstätter and Connolley (2007), a significant part of this 
debate should be a focus on the actual effects of special education in order to 
support or legitimise the given perspective. Yet it is challenging to identify 
what policies or methods are effective. Kavale and Mostert (2004) have noted 
that the field of special education is full of examples of how ideological and 
cultural positions have defined the results of special education. The solution 
presented by Hausstätter and Connolley (2007) is to establish a framework 
for defining the goal for special education outside of special education itself. 
Hausstätter and Connolley (2007) presented the Salamanca statement as one 
such framework. Hegarty (2001) has also suggested another possible goal of 
special education, namely, the core business of schooling: teaching young 
people to become responsible, productive members of society.  
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Towards a conceptual analysis: The disabled as a process 
The distinction between impairments and disabilities seems to be indispen-
sable for emphasising the role of special education. Vehmas and Mäkelä 
(2008) have defined ‘impairment’ in terms relating to physical properties: 
[…] impairment is a class name for natural properties that, depending on the con-
text, in part cause or constitute functional limitations—although the limiting im-
plications of the property in question can in part be explained in social terms […]. 
Thus, impairment is a physical or organic phenomenon whose identification and 
definition are determined culturally and socially; it is inevitably about attaching 
some meaning to individual properties (p. 44).  
 
‘Disability’, on the other hand, incorporates the social effects of impairment:  
Disability, however, is a relational phenomenon that consists in the relation be-
tween the natural properties or features on the one hand, and the surrounding 
social and physical world on the other. […] What distinguishes disability from 
impairment is that it can become dissociated from people’s physical conditions. 
Disability often involves very general social structures and mechanisms that can-
not be reduced to people’s physical or mental characteristics (p. 44). 
 
Vehmas and Mäkelä (2008) have described the connection between impair-
ments and disabilities by drawing on John Searle’s philosophical work on the 
distinction between ‘brute’ and ‘institutional’ facts. Brute facts are ‘out there’ 
and ‘indifferent’ (Hacking, 2002), and they are neither dependent on a social 
structure for their existence nor do they change if they are an essential part of 
a social structure. In contrast, institutional facts are dependent on a social 
structure and its mechanisms in order for them to have any meaning for us. 
The statement, ‘Hans has one foot’, is a description of a brute fact, but the 
statement ‘Hans has only one foot’ is an institutional fact; the first does not 
imply any institutional evaluation of the situation Hans finds himself in, but 
the adverb ‘only’ of the second statement underlines the discrepancy between 
what we regard as normal in our society and Hans’s condition. Further, the 
statement ‘Hans is disabled’ indicates greater institutionalisation, since stat-
ing that someone is disabled might well lead to a change in this person’s 
perception of herself or himself and, according to Hacking, these kinds of 
classifications are interactive:  
The inter may suggest the way in which the classification and the individual class-
ified may interact, the way in which the actors may become self-aware as being 
classified in a certain way, if only because of being treated or institutionalized in 
a certain way, and so to experiencing themselves in that way (Hacking, 2002 p. 
11). 
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Schools are social institutions that employ a series of mechanisms in order to 
teach people to become responsible, productive members of society. In other 
words, pupils in schools are acting in a social context, and their ability to 
succeed is also judged according to this context (Hautamäki, 1993). Hence 
the special need for education presents itself when we compare certain people 
to others who are acting in the same social context. It is, however, important 
to bear in mind that even though disabilities are socially constructed, it does 
not make the disability in itself any less real, as some would claim within the 
full-inclusion debate (e.g., Gallagher, 2001). Michel Foucault’s works make 
it clear that we do not have the possibility of denying the reality of our world 
even though we admit that our world is socially constructed. Disabilities are 
thus real: feeling disabled is a real feeling, and being a disabled person is a 
real way of being a person (Hacking, 2006). Furthermore, educating the dis-
abled person is equally a real task, and the goal of this education must be to 
make this person more able and less disabled. However, we can be critical 
towards this reality as pointed out by inclusionism, not because we want to 
liberate all who are labelled disabled (Løvlie, 1992), but because we have an 
ethical responsibility to give all people the same opportunities of schooling, 
work, safety, and other vital areas of one’s life (cf. Salamanca statement).  
Disabilities are constructed, but as pointed out by Hacking (1999), simply 
saying that something is constructed is close to saying nothing. There are 
several accounts of the constructed disabled person as a product of our soci-
ety, usually accompanied by arguments about how this is wrong and bad. The 
view of disabilities as a product is not, however, very helpful if we aim to 
understand and reduce the negative aspects of this construction and wish to 
increase the effectiveness of education. As emphasised by Hacking (1999), it 
is also possible, and in this context necessary, to look at disabilities as a pro-
cess whereby we look at how people become disabled in our society, or for 
our purposes, a person in need of special education. This approach means that 
we have to understand the actual process of construction, that is, the social 
mechanisms underlying statements of institutional facts.  
 
The traditionalism-inclusionism controversy in special education: a conceptual analysis 13 
 
Methodological reflections 
 
Løvlie (2003) claims that the academic field of education is a hybrid. One 
can also claim that the place of special education in society is clearly open to 
discussion because the academic discipline of special education is not di-
rectly linked to a single theoretical field (Hausstätter, 2007a). As a science, 
with the aims of establishing theories and practical solutions, special educa-
tion can take advantage of several theories and perspectives from, for exam-
ple, philosophy, sociology, and biology. The identity of the discipline is not 
clear and unidimensional, but it is rather a cocktail where the content is up to 
the one who happens to be mixing. As an open science and discipline, the 
field of special education is also influenced by changes in society and chan-
ging political ideologies. Changing ideologies are clearly a central part of the 
traditionalism–inclusionism controversy. These approaches are based on 
different epistemological perspectives. Traditionalism is part of modernity in 
the sense that the distinction between truth and falsehood is important (Galla-
gher, 2001; Mostert et al., 2008), whereas it is claimed that inclusionism is 
part of a postmodern criticism of society.  
Modernist special educators hold that the profession should follow the lead of 
empirical social science to describe accurately the reality of mental retardation 
and identify the modes of intervention best suited to those conditions. From this 
perspective, hope lies in the gradual, scientific production of improved approxi-
mations of “truth” and the development of intervention technologies. Practices 
[…] and instruments “that work” according to the truth-clarifying research (Dan-
forth, 1997 s. 94).  
 
To analyse the relationship between traditionalism and inclusionism this 
study draws on different philosophical theories that relate to a series of con-
cepts and questions about the description of this profession, such as how 
special education can be described as scientific, how special teachers reflect 
on their work, and how we define the special within special education and the 
role of education in a democratic state. I employ two main approaches in the 
conceptual analysis here: the philosophy of science and philosophical theo-
ries within social science that in different ways present critical descriptions of 
our conceptualisation of the social world. The social critical approach in this 
project is originally established out of a postmodern criticism, but, as seen in 
the articles, the theoretical framework used in this project covers more than 
established postmodern theories.  
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Philosophy of science 
The selection of the various texts and the description of the various research 
programmes that are presented in articles 1–3 are based on existing classifica-
tions of the special-education field (e.g., Skidmore, 1996), and the intention 
has been to show how the understanding of these programmes has an impact 
on special-education theory and practice. The objective is to describe the 
special-education field and to point to opportunities for development of spe-
cial education.  
 
From paradigms to research programmes 
Despite the fact that Kuhn’s (1962) book on scientific revolutions is based on 
examples from the natural sciences, the concept of paradigms and paradig-
matic shifts have had a central place in the social sciences in attempts to 
describe the various theoretical positions. Kuhn’s description of paradigms 
and scientific revolutions were seen as proof that even science does not have 
a rational basis, and can thus be compared with other disciplines such as 
social science (Chernoff, 2004). One can argue that the lack of scientific 
coherence and unity within the social sciences means that the field is still in a 
pre-scientific phase, and that normal science and scientific integrity in line 
with what we experience in the natural sciences will only develop when the 
revolutions are completed (Ball, 1976).  
However, Kuhn’s description of paradigms, scientific revolutions and 
normal science is more problematic. There are different aspects of the theory 
of paradigms that should convince researchers not to adopt this description of 
research and development (Ball, 1976). First, Kuhn’s (1962) description of 
normal science as a puzzle can constrain researchers into the belief that sci-
ence is narrow and often dogmatic. This theoretical framework can then re-
duce creative scientific activity and the researcher’s ability to make autono-
mous choices. Within the framework of paradigms, one can argue that the 
social sciences should not strive towards a normal state of science, but rather 
remain in a state with a multiple paradigmatic position (Masterman, 1970; 
Ritzer, 1975). The second critical remark to Kuhn’s description is the lack of 
a rational basis for choosing one scientific theory and direction over another. 
The description of science as something that is based on attitudes and more or 
less justified beliefs represents nothing new to social science. According to 
Ball (1976) Kuhn’s description of paradigms cannot introduce something 
new to the scientific understanding of social science because it does not bring 
the research field towards a more universal state. The solution of a multiple 
paradigmatic model still faces the same challenges and distorts Kuhn’s theory 
and important aspects of scientific activity that his theory sheds light on. 
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Lakatos’ project is an attempt to reconcile Popper and Kuhn with the 
theory of research programmes. Like Popper (e.g., 1985) Lakatos wishes to 
establish an objective, rational basis for the scientific activity while also ac-
counting for the social and psychological dimensions. In other words, science 
may well be socially and culturally constructed, but it is constructed on a 
logical basis that makes it possible for us to discuss and evaluate the scien-
tific work and progress. It is precisely this basis that makes it possible for us 
to discuss the foundation of science—for Popper the criterion of falsification, 
and for Kuhn theories about paradigms. Inspired by Kuhn, Lakatos supports 
the claim that scientific theories and perspectives continually rise and fall, but 
he does not support the revolutionary developments that Kuhn describes. 
According to Lakatos, history has shown that there is not one single paradigm 
at a given time, but several theories existing at the same time. For example, 
Newton’s laws are still used in research, despite the fact that this theory has 
been rejected or expanded on by the theory of relativity (Chalmers 1999).  
To recognise this historical fact, Lakatos (1995) introduces an alternative 
theoretical framework: the theory of research programmes. These research 
programmes do not have the fundamental character of paradigms, and several 
programmes simultaneously might exist within a research field. The potential 
of a research programme is stated in the programme’s core. The core contains 
the fundamental theories and theoretical assumptions that the research builds 
its existence upon. Research developed from this core will form a protective 
belt around the core and will serve to defend the research programme against 
attacks. This process makes the old and stable programmes difficult to reject; 
however, Lakatos’ theory leaves room for young research programmes to 
develop, make mistakes, and present false assumptions without them being 
automatically discarded (Chalmers, 1999). 
The core of the programme sets the framework for research through what 
Lakatos (1995) refers to as negative and positive heuristics. Negative heu-
ristics set the outer limits of the scientific work, that is, what area and funda-
mental assumptions that one must accept within a research programme. The 
negative heuristics partially replace Kuhn’s description of a paradigm, but the 
negative heuristics are not as complete as Kuhn’s paradigms (Fawundu, 
1991). The positive heuristics are the rules and laws that research have ar-
rived at through research based on the negative heuristics. The rules and laws 
that a researcher can formulate through the positive heuristics can be falsi-
fied, in line with Popper’s criterion of falsification.  
A successful research programme is one that addresses the scientific prob-
lems quickly and in the least complicated way (Chalmers, 1999). Those pro-
grammes that fail to solve the tasks they face will slowly disappear. A re-
search programme’s demise takes time—it is not a revolution as Kuhn de-
16 Rune Sarromaa Hausstätter 
 
scribes it. A programme can diminish with little support, but rise again if it 
becomes better equipped to meet new problems.  
The descriptions of the progressive and degenerative programmes are 
problematic because a final evaluation is not really possible. An assessment 
of whether a programme is degenerative or progressive can be done a pos-
teriori, but can a programme be judged for what it has done previously when 
the criterion for assessing a programme’s success is based on what it can 
predict in the future? The same problem applies to the adherents of a pro-
gramme: how can they recognise when their programme has become degen-
erative and then tries to make itself progressive? How can one judge whether 
there has been a transformation of a programme into being progressive when 
the negative heuristics cannot be falsified? Can a transformation into a pro-
gressive programme be caused by a redefinition of the world that the pro-
gramme is attempting to predict? The relationship between degenerative and 
progressive programmes is, according to Fawundu (1991), a logical failure in 
Lakatos’ scientific model. Fawundu (1991) also argues that this model lacks 
social description of the scientific development. When a new programme 
evolves, the question is one of how the participants in the already established 
programmes should deal with a new, partly competing programme. Despite 
the fact that Lakatos tries to describe scientific development, Fawundu (1991) 
argues that this lack of a description of the social aspects of the various re-
search programmes makes the model miss its original goals: 
Lakatos’ theory bypasses the social dimension of scientific research, even though 
Lakatos makes some attempt to fuse the logic and the sociology, the methodologi-
cal norms and the social reality of scientific progress. His work is less a synthesis 
than a compromise. This is probably the main reason it was rejected by Kuhn and 
ignored by Popper (p. 30). 
 
It is possible that Lakatos’ scientific model is moving towards a more idealis-
tic picture of scientific activity than an actual description of scientific devel-
opment. Within the philosophy of science, this can probably lead to an aca-
demic problem, but as a methodical way for operationalising the special 
education field, it is possible to live with the criticism presented by Fawundu 
(1991).  
Contrary to the idealistic drift that Fawundu (1991) argues for within the 
research programme approach, this theoretical approach demonstrates the 
implicit ethical obligation that is part research. The ethical aspects are im-
portant in this thesis because both traditionalism and inclusionism accuses the 
other of favouring theories that more or less are unethical. In this way, Laka-
tos’ model not only acts as an operationalisation of an academic area, but it 
can also be used to establish ethical standards in a profession. 
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This project focuses on the special-education profession as part of the 
welfare state, and the assessment of whether a programme that is progressive 
or degenerative is within this context measured by the actual experience of 
receiving educational help and support. How one can make this measurement 
is clearly challenging, but as pointed out in article 2, the criteria for assess-
ment of whether a programme is progressive or not can be part of political 
goals and ideas. These objectives can and should be discussed, and the oppor-
tunity for discussion underlines once again the clear ethical aspect of the 
special-education profession and the importance of debating the tradition-
alism–inclusionism controversy. 
 
Postmodernism 
Both traditionalism and inclusionism share the goal to help people—to help 
them by offering the possibility to learn and develop as active citizens of our 
society. The disagreements between these two approaches are located in how 
such help is given. Gjessing (1969), from a traditionalist perspective, claims 
that special education should offer a therapeutic treatment in order to provide 
disabled people enough skills so that they can become active citizens of our 
society at a later stage in life. Inclusionism, on the other hand, claims that the 
only possible way of becoming an active citizen in our society is actually to 
be allowed to be one. From this point of view, special education should be 
the profession that ensures the active participation of disabled people by 
reducing excluding mechanisms.  
Special education within the framework of traditionalism is part of what 
Lyotard (1984) describes as a narrative of modernity. However, as pointed 
out in articles 6 in this thesis, it seems also possible to state that inclusionism 
is taking the shape of a narrative within the welfare state. Common to such 
narratives is the safety net that they offer. The narrative helps one to distin-
guish between right and wrong, truth and falsehood, and, as pointed out in 
article 4 , this is also a part of creating a feeling of a safe social environment.  
The grand narrative that special education is a part is the modernist story 
about the school and education. The content and structure of the school has 
changed (Thuen, 2002). However, as part of modernity the school has gained 
a central position as an institution that should ensure the position of the state 
(Telhaug & Mediås, 2003). The school is, therefore, a political project –
where the political legitimation today, at least in Norway, is to be found in 
the goal of offering a school for all. A school for all is therefore part of the 
grand narrative of the welfare state. None of the politicians of the welfare 
state are against the goal of creating a school for all. It is acceptable to admit 
that it is difficult to reach this goal, but the grand narrative says that it is pos-
sible and that this should be a general goal of a modern state today. The prob-
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lem of special education is that it seemingly works against a school for all 
because, it is claimed, special education in essence excludes people from 
ordinary schooling (Markkusen et al., 2007). 
 
Postmodernism and special education  
The rational split of the world into ‘true’ and ‘false’ is challenged by the 
relativistic approach and the postmodern critique. Usher and Edwards (1994), 
Hutcheon (2002), and Gubrium and Holstein (2003) underline, however, that 
it is impossible to describe a dominant theoretical framework of postmodern-
ism. In an attempt to clarify the different theoretical perspectives, it is pos-
sible to identify two main schools: the radical relativists and the moderate 
relativists (Gubrium & Holstein, 2003; Hutcheon, 2002). The radical relativ-
ists challenge the social structures through irony or vulgar critique, for exam-
ple. This form of critique identifies problems, paradoxes, and dilemmas with-
out coming up with clear strategies for solutions and furthering development 
(Hacking, 1999). There are some debates on disability where the argument 
that disabilities are socially constructed is raised. Those of an extreme per-
spective will also claim that these problems will disappear if societal struc-
tures are changed—but they have no clear ideas of what these changes should 
be (table 1) (Ravneberg, 1997; Reindal, 2007). The moderate relativists also 
regard knowledge as socially constructed and they are critical towards our 
faith in an autonomous, free, and rational individual, but they try to explore 
the possibilities by placing the human being in the centre of social develop-
ment and change. The moderate relativists claim that there may well be a 
world out there, but it is the representation of that world that is problematic. 
Those who support the moderate relativistic critique claim that they do not 
throw away or condemn the long cultural and historical tradition of know-
ledge that is a part of our culture. While they recognised the tradition of tradi-
tion, they also criticise it: 
In its more extreme sceptical incarnations, postmodernism questions the very 
foundations especially the empirical core of the social sciences, radically dismiss-
ing it. Its more moderate affirmative formulations set up camp outside of modern 
paradigms in order to deconstruct them. They encourage re-examination of social 
scientific goals, assumptions, logic, and methods and promote innovation in how 
studies […] might be done and presented (Gubrium & Holstein 2003, p. 4). 
 
The moderate relativistic approach does not free itself from the necessity of 
having a pivotal point for its theoretical base, and according to Løvlie (1992) 
this point is the ‘individual’, a position that is highly influenced by critical 
theory. In relation to special education, it is the human point of departure that 
makes it possible to continue the debate and the discussion about a good 
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education within special education. In this respect, this thesis draws on a 
moderate relativistic approach in the analysis of the debate between tradition-
alism and inclusionism.  
The tension between modernism and postmodernism is part of the discus-
sion between traditionalism and inclusionism. It is also necessary to point out 
that one can also relate this debate to the discussions between positivism and 
hermeneutics (Brantlinger et al., 2005). Traditionalism represents a modern 
understanding of reality and is linked to positivistic philosophy. Disabilities 
are ‘true’ in this programme and we can, through empirical analyses, describe 
this. Because disabilities are true and real, we are also able to generalise 
through naming different types of disabilities by, for example, the use of 
diagnosis. It is also possible to develop methods within special education to 
meet these defined problems (Walker et al. 1998). The belief in scientific 
procedures to handle disabilities and to come up with concrete strategies to 
help the individuals involved is therefore central for traditionalism: 
The most damaging effect in special education, however, is that postmodern 
pessimism about finding truth or effective methods of interventions undermine ef-
forts to see that teachers can contribute to a more equitable life for people with 
disabilities through the effective application of willed effort and objective thought 
(Kauffman & Sasso, 2006 p. 67).  
 
The postmodern perspective that Kauffman and Sasso here criticise is found 
in inclusionism. The very idea of a neutral researcher is impossible, as is the 
belief in empirical and positivistic procedures that can generalise disabilities 
and in this way present methods based on diagnoses (Gallagher, 2001). The 
idea that we can generalise disabilities and make general methodological 
conclusions is, according to this approach, misguided when one takes into 
account that when people act in the social room they have their own sets of 
values and goals. The social room changes and as a consequence, we change 
as human beings. Research within inclusionism is heavily dependent on her-
meneutics, therefore (Gallagher, 2001; Odom et al. 2005) the solution for 
inclusionism is that one meets individuals with disabilities and their story as 
being disabled. Special education within this framework must, therefore, 
strive to understand people’s experiences of being disabled and should sug-
gest solutions for both the individual and for society. Inclusionism is, how-
ever, divided with respect to its interpretation of the relativistic approach (as 
presented in table 1).  
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Summary of the articles  
 
Article 1. Hausstätter, R. S. (2004). An alternative framework for concep-
tualizing and analysing special education research. European Journal of 
Special Needs Education. 19(3), 367–374. 
 
Several researchers, when describing the theoretical differences between 
traditionalism and inclusionism, consider the two approaches to be different 
paradigms. Thus, the discussion between traditionalism and inclusionism can 
be understood as a paradigmatic war between two fundamentally different 
approaches within special education (Gallagher et al. 2007; Mostert et al. 
2008). A central point made by Kuhn (1962) in his description of a paradigm 
is, however, that a research field can contain only one paradigm, and that a 
paradigmatic change with a field can be described as a revolution where the 
whole research field undergoes a serious and dramatic change. In Kuhn’s 
view, an important aspect of a scientific revolution is that researchers try to 
avoid them by abiding by the established paradigm. In other words, research-
ers do not seek to change the paradigm in which they are working: 
A paradigm is therefore more than simply the rules of how to do a particular type 
of research. The paradigm is located in the community itself through books and 
journals, through educational practice and even in the way in which problems are 
defined and described. The paradigm is therefore beyond the grasp of a simple, 
singular description and classification. To operate and describe more than one 
paradigm in special education research, according to Kuhn’s (1996) definition of 
a paradigm, will be problematic (Hausstätter, 2004 p. 369). 
 
The aim of this article was to emphasise Kuhn’s notion of paradigms and to 
present an alternative description of the paradigm in order to conceptualise 
more precisely the different understandings found within special education. 
The theory of research programmes by Imre Lakatos was here presented as an 
alternative theoretical framework for understanding the different approaches 
within special education (table 2).   
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Table 2. Example of research programmes in special education (presented in Hauss-
tätter, 2004) 
 
Research pro-
grammes 
Hard core 
(negative heuristic) Positive heuristic 
Psycho-medical 
programme 
Human behaviour is based on 
biological and psychological 
aspects. People who behave and 
develop differently in relation to 
the majority of the population 
must be helped and treated so 
that they can overcome their 
difficulties.  
If these difficulties are analysed 
and scientifically described, 
there is a possibility that a form 
of treatment might be developed 
to help people overcome their 
problem (Positivist-empiricist 
standpoint (Skidmore, 1996)). 
Dividing subjects into different 
categories according to their prob-
lems (diagnosis), e.g., Down’s 
syndrome, Asperger’s syndrome, 
Prader-Willi syndrome, AD/HD, 
etc. These categories are studied 
and different pedagogical pro-
grammes are developed. Pedagogi-
cal solutions aim at helping people 
with disabilities to cope better with 
society. The pedagogical solutions 
that are developed are falsified and 
later abandoned if they do not 
produce any positive development 
for the people undergoing the 
programme. 
Sociological 
programme 
Disabilities are created by the 
society in order to exclude and 
marginalize groups of people 
who in one way or another do 
not fit in with the bourgeois 
status quo. Special education in 
this perspective reproduces 
social inequalities. The only 
way to solve this problem is to 
present alternative solutions to 
the social structure. In planning 
pedagogical activity, the dis-
abled people themselves must 
participate in the planning 
process (Structuralist standpoint 
(Skidmore, 1996)). 
Everyone should be treated in the 
same way. Pedagogical solutions: 
alternative social structures should 
be outlined and presented in order 
to find social structures which 
everybody will find useful. Peda-
gogical solutions that are developed 
are falsified if they do not produce 
any positive development in the 
social structure. 
Organizational 
programme 
Human behaviour is an answer 
to the organizational structure to 
which we all belong. The aim 
for special education is to create 
a system in which everybody, 
regardless of their disability, 
can act and function in the same 
community—the goal is to 
create an inclusive society 
(Functionalist standpoint 
(Skidmore, 1996)). 
Pedagogy should look at how 
organizations work and function. 
The goal is to ensure that every-
body is included. 
Scientific activity should be con-
cerned with analysing organiza-
tional structures in order to find out 
if they are inclusive or not, and 
alternative solutions should be 
presented in order to make the 
organization as functional and 
inclusive as possible. The peda-
gogical solutions that are developed 
are falsified if they fail to create or 
develop an inclusive community. 
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By focusing on the increasing plurality of research programmes in special 
education, this article argues that research and researchers can act in a more 
dynamic manner and change scientific perspectives related to problems and 
new dilemmas that arise. Instead of supporting a debate between paradigms 
that seems to be the case between traditionalism and inclusionism, it might 
well be that one problem can be solved within the framework of traditional 
special education while others are better solved within the framework of 
social change and inclusion. A central point made is that the possibility of 
working between research programmes depends on researchers in each re-
search programme being able to communicate with one another. Instead of 
waging a paradigmatic war, researchers should conceptualise the frame of 
reference that they use to understand and work in the area of special educa-
tion.  
 
 
Article 2. Hausstätter R. S. & Connolley, S. (2007). Towards an Ethics of 
Research Programmes in Special Education. International Journal of Dis-
ability, Development and Education. 54(4), 369–380 
 
Article 1 presents the theory of research programmes as an alternative theory 
for conceptualising the special educational field. Article 2 examines further 
the use of the research-programme approach. The main emphasis here is on 
the ethical dimension that can be drawn from this theoretical approach: 
In Lakatos’ (n.d.) view, there are ethical implications for those who undertake re-
search, and the notion of research programmes brings this issue into clearer focus 
because there is a choice involved. […] Lakatos (n.d.) believed very strongly that 
his concept of research programmes brought into focus important ethical implica-
tions for researchers because it made clear that ethical choices are unavoidable. 
In particular, he wanted researchers to be aware of the danger of being seduced 
by sentiments regarding a programme’s infallibility and consequently remaining 
loyal to the programme, no matter how inaccurate or harmful it may be. 
(Hausstätter & Connolley, 2007, p. 375) 
 
The concept of research programmes clearly emphasises that special educa-
tionists are faced with a choice when they commit themselves to a research 
programme. However, even after the original choice of a programme has 
been made, researchers must continue to evaluate the potential and draw-
backs of the programme. The key consideration in this evaluation is whether 
the programme is ahead of or behind the facts. Those programmes that are 
ahead of the facts are what he called progressive or scientific; those that are 
behind, he called degenerative or pseudo-scientific: 
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Understandably, one might guess that he believed it was unethical to choose to 
support a degenerative programme. But this was not the case. Instead, Lakatos 
(n.d.) insisted that “intellectual honesty” should be the prime consideration when 
making an ethical choice. “It is not dishonest”, he asserted, “to stick to a degen-
erating programme and try to turn it into a progressive one” (Lakatos, n.d.). The 
key for Lakatos, therefore, was that one must seriously ask oneself whether one’s 
choice of research programme might be lagging behind the facts. If this is the 
case, then there is a difficult choice to be made: either one abandons the pro-
gramme or fights to turn it around. It is, however, unacceptable to turn a blind 
eye to the programme’s failures. (Hausstätter & Connolley, 2007, p. 376) 
 
Now, the obvious challenge for special education within the framework of 
the theory presented in this article is the following: how can we tell whether a 
programme is helping or hurting those with special educational needs? How 
do we decide whether a programme is in front of or behind the facts? As 
pointed out in this article with reference to Van der Klift and Kunc (1994), 
some methods, even with the best of intentions, can result in negative unex-
pected consequences. Special education is, as pointed out previously in this 
thesis, not a closed scientific enterprise—there are many different philo-
sophical, political and practical viewpoints that can lead to widely divergent 
conclusions on what we can identify as either helping or hurting people with 
special needs.  
The solution presented in this article to this problem was to relate special 
education to decisions made outside the scientific community. As emphas-
ised, special education is part of a welfare-state strategy and one solution may 
therefore be to consider political decisions when evaluating which pro-
gramme to support. The Salamanca Statement (UNESCO, 1994) was pre-
sented as one example of political decisions that can influence the work 
within special education.  
This framework emphasises that special education is part of a political 
structure that influences the work within this area. However, researchers are 
also confronted with fundamental ethical choices concerning their response to 
political demands. In this article the argument is that the idea of research 
programmes makes it possible to propose a consistent model for the relation-
ship between special-education research and the ethical considerations par-
ticular to the field. The notion of the research programme, with its emphasis 
on the possibility of several programmes simultaneously existing within the 
same field, demonstrates to special educationalists that there is indeed a 
choice in this research, and that this choice will be made, either implicitly or 
explicitly. Researchers must continue to examine their own programmes 
carefully on the basis of the ability to predict successful solutions for those 
with special educational needs. The challenge that lies ahead for an ethics 
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grounded on research programmes is to formulate a consensus that all special 
educationists can use to determine whether their respective programmes actu-
ally benefit or harm people. 
 
 
Article 3. Hausstätter, R. S. (2007) Students’ reasons for studying special 
needs education: challenges facing inclusive education. Teacher Develop-
ment 11(1), 45–57 
 
Whether special education benefits or harms people is a central question in 
this article. In article 3 the different research programmes presented in arti-
cles 1 and 2 were used to construct a small questionnaire directed towards 
first-year students in special education. The small empirical study serves as 
the background for a discussion on why people choose to study special edu-
cation and how this reason can explain some of the challenges experienced in 
special education today in relation to traditionalism and inclusionism: 
The field of special education has its own tradition and, through this, its own dis-
course. However, as emphasised and exemplified by Helsby (1995) and Winter 
(1997), the profession does not develop independently, but reflects the wider 
social order, which sets standards on how it should function in relation to society 
in general. Accordingly, it is important to understand that the teaching profession 
and its discourse are neither self-driven nor independent of the society of which 
the profession is a part (Hausstätter, 2007b, p. 46). 
 
This study reveals that there are two major reasons why students choose to 
become a ‘special-needs’ teacher: to help those who underachieve in the 
classroom and to improve their qualifications for the labour market. This 
investigation also shows that students expect teacher training to offer meth-
odological guidance on how to intervene as special-education teachers. The 
reason why people choose to study special education is not the main focus of 
this article. Rather, the interesting part is how this kind of information can be 
linked to the discussion between traditionalism and inclusionism in special 
education. A central theoretical contributor to this debate in this article is the 
Norwegian philosopher Hans Skjervheim (1926–1999). His descriptions of 
participation and spectator (1974, 1996) as part of his attack on the profes-
sional view of objectivism in personal interaction are central here. According 
to Skjervheim (1974/1996), human interaction is rooted in the crucial rela-
tionship of possible conversation, a communication that can manifest itself in 
two different ways: 
In a conversation with someone, the other says: ‘The cost of living is bound to in-
crease even more’. Here there are two fundamentally different attitudes I can take 
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towards what he says. Firstly, I might, together with my interlocutor, turn my at-
tention to the subject raised and consider how the cost of living might increase. In 
other words, I participate, and let myself get engaged in his problem. It is the 
same if the other makes a judgement; I can get involved and possibly make a 
judgement in return. … But I can also take quite a different attitude by not letting 
myself get involved with his problem or caring for the subject matter he refers to 
but simply registering the fact that he refers to that subject matter i.e. I register 
the fact that he says the cost of living will increase. (1996, p. 127) 
 
As pointed out in the article, the relationship in the first solution is triangular: 
my interlocutor, the subject of our discussion, and myself. This type of com-
munication is, according to Skjervheim, driven by the fact that we are par-
ticipants working together towards a specific problem or phenomenon. It is 
this type of participative attitude that is perhaps one of the fundamental ele-
ments for developing and acting in an inclusive society. In the second exam-
ple there is no common subject: I neutralise my interlocutor’s statement about 
the ‘cost of living’ into a statement that I can observe and objectify without 
becoming further engaged with that specific problem. This type of communi-
cation, or perhaps lack of communication, turns us into mere spectators of 
human interaction. The problem is that it positions human issues and interac-
tions as facts, rather than as an issue of ethics and aesthetics, where further 
discharges of emotion and emphatic relationships are possible. Skjervheim’s 
(1974) view is that, in order to avoid this ‘fact-relation’, human interaction 
must be based on participation—a state of intended or perhaps achieved eq-
uality among the partakers. 
From an inclusive perspective, the distinction between spectator and par-
ticipant is one of the major differences between the traditional perspective 
and the approaches that aspire for an inclusive ideology. This is nowhere 
more apparent than with the traditional perspective and its dependency on 
learning problems that constantly reinforce a ‘fact-relation’ between the 
teacher and the pupil. This dependency on problems is clearly reduced in the 
inclusive framework, where participation, as opposed to spectatorship, is 
central.  
The students’ dominant understanding of special education was that the 
main emphasis is directed towards people with clearly defined special needs 
who require some sort of special treatment. This view is in line with the tradi-
tional understanding of special education, and it is, therefore, not a surprise 
that this was the most commonly held discourse by students.  
The connections made in this article between, on the one hand, the differ-
ent ideological perspectives, and, on the other hand, the reasons for choosing 
to become a special-needs teacher (the participant-spectator distinction) sug-
gest that special education faces certain challenges that are connected to dis-
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courses, traditions, and ideologies. This article related this challenge to the 
planning process of the teacher-training studies. If we implement 
Skjervheim’s terminology, the challenge for this kind of teaching is that the 
students have to learn how to be participants. This study exemplifies that 
those who plan and teach courses in special education cannot presume that 
students already have this participative ability.  
 
 
Article 4. Hausstätter, R. S. (2006). Spesialpedagogikken og den instrumen-
telle fornuft: en analyse av marginaliseringsprosesser i samfunnet [Special 
education and instrumental reason: an analysis of marginalizing processes in 
society]. Spesialpedagogikk. 10, 20–27 
 
Skjervheim’s philosophical project is closely connected to critical theory and 
the Frankfurt School. Critical theory was the major contributor to the discus-
sion presented in article 4. This article presents an analysis of why we in a 
community establish systems that marginalise and exclude people through 
our instrumental reasoning. Through this analysis, it is claimed that the strug-
gle to create a safe environment is central when trying to understand human 
co-existence and marginalisation (Horkheimer & Adorno, 1995). We margin-
alise and exclude individuals and groups of people as a result of the desire for 
security and control in the world. Special education as a profession is no 
exception to this process. 
Traditionalism within special education is an example on how we organ-
ise our social environment according to the instrumental reasoning. Tradi-
tionalism uses categories such as ‘disabled’ and various subcategories, such 
as diagnoses, in order to describe the social world. These categories help us 
to relate to the world and to understand and predict our social environment 
because we have learned how to react according to these categories. The 
concept of ‘disability’ is in this context necessary because it explains to us 
that the people named disabled are not able to follow certain general rules of 
society. Disabled people may exhibit behaviours and have requirements or 
wishes with which we are not familiar. This unfamiliar behaviour can be 
daunting and can challenge the social structure of which we are part. The 
historical reaction to this challenge has been to exclude these people from 
ordinary activity in society (e.g., Thuen, 2002; Kirkebekk, 1993; Foucault, 
1999). The ‘marginalised’ solution used today is to arrange alternative rules 
and explanations for disabled people within a traditional or inclusive context. 
The special-education profession plays an important role in the development 
of these rules. As pointed out in this article, both traditionalism and inclu-
sionism offer such explanations on how to understand and interpret the dis-
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abled person. The task of the profession is to introduce these rules both for 
the people who fall under the category of ‘disabled’ and also for those who 
do not belong to this category.  
The task of a welfare state’s professions is, then, to develop, inform, and 
help to ensure that the alternative rules are followed. In view of this, the tra-
ditional approach within special education helps disabled people to function 
better in society by defining problems, diagnoses, and methodological solu-
tions that reduce the disability issues; in other words, the disabled are better 
able to follow the generally accepted rules in society. Inclusionism presents 
alternative organisational and social solutions.  
A central point made in this article is that it seems that we in today’s soci-
ety have developed an ideology that fosters our respect and care for the indi-
vidual—all are equal and everyone should have equal rights. In order to meet 
the individual demands for equality and rights, we offer disabled people solu-
tions that we hope will give them the feeling of being included and inte-
grated. The questions are, then, if our arrangements make disabled people 
feel included and perhaps more importantly, if the arrangements are sustain-
able within the framework of instrumental reason.  
The problem with this development is that it does not necessarily lead people to-
wards a better and more civilized world; on the contrary, history has showed us 
that it is not a history of progress, but rather a disaster perspective. […] because 
the aim of instrumental reasoning is the survival of man, instrumental reasoning 
is violent in its nature. (Hausstätter 2006a p. 22) 
 
The result of these processes is that the people who we feel do not live under 
the same social rules as the rest of us are being sacrificed. They function as a 
valve for us from the pain we feel by being part of society (Freud, 1999). 
Bjarnason (2010) emphasises this issue by raising questions of what will 
happen in Iceland as a result of the economic recession that the country finds 
itself in. The question she raises is whether this will cause the service to the 
disabled to suffer, as it will be easy to gain general acceptance for reducing 
such support in a society that feels it is under pressure.  
As pointed out in this article, both traditionalism and inclusionism use the 
category of ‘disability’ or ‘disabled’ as a description of a group of people. 
But by using ‘disability’ or ‘disabled’ as a category, special education com-
mits an ‘instrumental mistake’ (Skjervheim, 1972): the ‘disabled’ person 
becomes an object of discovery and research for alternative solutions and 
strategies. Both traditionalism and inclusionism are, therefore, part of instru-
mental reasoning and exclusionary processes continue as a result of our de-
sire to control the world we live in. 
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Article 5. Hausstätter, R. S. (2010) Den spesielle eleven i spesialpedagogik-
ken: et bidrag til spesiallærerens etiske utvikling [The special pupil in special 
education: a contribution to the special-education teacher’s ethical develop-
ment]. I R. S. Hausstätter & S. M. Reindal (eds), Spesialpedagogikk og etikk: 
kollektivt ansvar og individuelle rettigheter [Special Education and ethics: 
collective responsibility and individual rights]. Kristiansand: Høyskolefor-
laget.  
Naming occurs in sites, particular places, and at particular times. For a name to 
begin to do its creative work, it needs authority. One needs usage within institu-
tions. Naming does its work only as a social history works itself out […] Objects 
come into being. We have a technical word in philosophy for the study of being: 
‘ontology’ (Hacking, 2002, p. 8). 
 
In following part of the argument in the previous article, this article’s central 
claim is that special education is dependent on the special for this field to 
make sense. The task in this article is, therefore, to take the special seriously 
by trying to understand how we get the special to exist and live in special 
education, and further to point out some ethical challenges that follow this 
way of defining the special. In an attempt to approach the special in special 
education, this article raised two questions: a) How, and with which strat-
egies, is it possible to speak of the special within education? b) How, and 
with which strategies, have we through the cultural constructions of disability 
made disabled people into anomalous beings who are excluded from social 
participation? 
The argument presented in this article is mainly built on the work by the 
philosopher Ian Hacking and his perspectives on ‘changing people’. This 
change was here presented as being dependent on different groups of people 
with different tasks when dealing with the special in special education. Two 
‘types’ of people are here presented. The expert who through research classi-
fies the special and through this classification the special is created as some-
thing real. With respect to ethics, the process of classification and creation 
should be governed by research ethics (table 3).  
 
Table 3. The special in special education 
 
 The special Task Ethics 
Expert  Classification  Create  Research ethics  
Amateur  Position  Maintain  Professional ethics  
 
The amateur’s task is to create a position in a social system and further to 
maintain this position for the special. The amateur can, for example, be the 
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special teacher and the work that the teacher does in the school. Again, in 
relation to ethics, this type of amateur must relate to professional ethics, the 
ethical codes developed within the profession (table 3).  
These distinctions matter to more than the sciences. Most of our familiar descrip-
tions of other people and ourselves have very little to do with science. The ways in 
which we classify others and ourselves matter to us. Especially interesting are the 
ways in which new classifications, or modified ones, open up new ways for us to 
be, or to act. They can also close off options that we once had, or dimly imagined. 
These are some aspects of the ways in which we ‘make up people’ (Hacking, 
2002, p. 11–12). 
 
As a reflection on how we position people with disabilities in our structured 
society this article also presents a theoretical framework that holds that we 
can distinguish between the common person, the criminal person, the insane 
person, and the special person when offering educational support:  
• The common person is normal and morally good. This person will re-
ceive educational assistance and support through the general education 
offered in schools. 
• The criminal will within our society be defined as normal (judicial ac-
countable), but immoral and evil because he or she has violated our 
common norms and rules of behaviour that we regard as acceptable in 
our society. The criminal will then get help and support within prison 
facilities (Foucault, 2001). 
• The insane person is medically, biologically, and psychologically ab-
normal and therefore not legally sane. The insane condition means that 
he or she can break our common norms and rules of behaviour, and 
they will get help with their problems within clinical facilities (Fou-
cault, 2000). 
• The special person is abnormal and morally good. The special person 
will therefore be able to receive special help in school. 
 
The point made in this article is that our understanding of the disabled person 
is in continuous flux. From this, we should also recognise that there will 
emerge new classifications and positions that can explain the special in the 
future. Professional practitioners of special education must relate to the class-
ification and position of disabilities and how this influences the educational 
support offered. 
The debate between those who argue for a traditional special education 
and those for an inclusive arrangement is largely a discussion of the position 
of the relation between normality and morality. Inclusionism believes that the 
so-called special person is normal and good and that all or most pupils should 
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receive educational help to develop and learn through normal education. 
Traditionalism argues conversely that special education includes educational 
elements that pupils with special needs must have access to because this 
makes it easier for the special to evolve and learn.  
 
 
Article 6. Hausstätter, R. S. (2006). Vilje til likhet: om norsk spesialpeda-
gogikks legitimitet [The will for equality: on the legitimation of Norwegian 
special education]. Spesialpedagogikk. 7, 4–11. 
 
In this article the question about the special-education profession’s legitima-
tion of practice in schools is raised. The theoretical basis of the analysis made 
here is Foucault’s (1994) concept of governmentality. The concept of gov-
ernmentality is similar to Foucault’s historical thesis that we have gone from 
‘power over life’ to ‘power over man’. In this shift of power, the institutional-
isation of society plays a central role. By creating institutions, the state has 
more subtle control mechanisms that it can use to make humans control 
themselves.  
According to Foucault (1994), there has been a clear historical shift in the 
way of thinking management, from the classical to the modern managerial 
model. The classical approach is to claim that a person has to prove that he 
(or she) can manage himself (or herself) before they can control others. In the 
modern ideal of governance, this is reversed. Here, a well functioning social 
state should make humans run themselves according to the demands of soci-
ety. The challenge for the state is, therefore, to develop a state policy that 
makes people govern themselves, that is, to develop governmentality. The 
development of the welfare state is an example of one such attempt. 
Each society has its regime of truth. Its general politics of truth: that is, the types 
of discourse which it accepts and makes function as true: the mechanisms and in-
stances which enable one to distinguish true and false statements, the means by 
which each is sanctified; the techniques and procedures accorded as value an in 
the acquisition of truth; the status of those who are charged with saying what 
counts as true (Foucault, 1980 p. 131). 
 
A small questionnaire distributed to special-education teachers in Norwegian 
schools asked them about their theoretical and ideological backgrounds in 
relation to what they practise. Out of 109 answers, 70 teachers reported that 
they had reflected about what ideological basis their practice was built upon.  
The data from this survey show that teachers are quite unanimous in how 
they justify and understand special-education practices. The teachers said, 
among other things, that they have a respectful relationship with their stu-
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dents largely based on the humanistic values which the pupils referred to as 
freedom and self-worth. The description of the free and unique pupil is fol-
lowed up when one speaks about the strategy and methodology the special 
teacher chooses to use. Adapted teaching based on pupils’ strengths is com-
mon to most special educators. In addition they have a common understand-
ing that the main goal of education is to get pupils to acquire a sense of mas-
tery and increased self-esteem. 
The conclusion of this study is that special educators legitimise their prac-
tices with references to equality and humanism. The pupil will be largely 
characterised as a person with low self-esteem, which creates problems for 
the pupil in daily life. Through adapted education, based on pupils’ strengths 
and abilities, this self-esteem can be enhanced. The result of this enhanced 
self-esteem should be that the pupil is willing to take on new tasks. The spe-
cial-education teacher describes his or her position as that of a ‘helper’ and 
‘supervisor’ of this process of increasing the pupils’ self-esteem. Knowing 
the special educational system in Norway (Hausstätter & Takala, 2008), I did 
not find these findings to be very surprising. The important question in this 
article is whether the answers given by special teachers are an expression of 
the welfare state’s governmentality? 
The special pedagogue has an obvious position of power in the school. 
The danger is that the teachers become blind to the power they have. The 
discourse about the pupil who receives special education is based on a hege-
monic humanistic argument. From the data presented, this discourse is so 
obvious that it is possible to argue that teachers are characterised by a human 
mentality. Herein lies the source of the problem. It seems as if the teachers 
are almost blind towards this humanistic argument. Although the teachers 
relate to the unique human being with equality and autonomy, there is a 
hegemonic consensus in relation to their description of the pupil and what 
methods one should use. The paradox is thus that the teacher believes in a 
unique human being, but this unique human being is looked upon in a uni-
form way, and as a result of this inequality becomes similar. The claim made 
in this study was that special educators are an obvious part of the welfare 
state’s professions. These are professions that through scientific and institu-
tional technologies group people within the state system according to how the 
welfare state presents itself. The hegemonic discourse shows that there is a 
clear presence of governmentality, that is to say, special educators share the 
values that largely fall within the Norwegian state discourse. 
Modern humanism is therefore mistaken in drawing this line between knowledge 
and power. Knowledge and power are integrated with one another and there is no 
point in dreaming of a time when knowledge will cease to depend on power; this 
is just a way of reviving humanism in a utopian guise (Foucault, 1980 p. 52).
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Conclusion 
 
The position of special education within the welfare state and the tension 
found between traditionalism and inclusionism clearly influences how this 
profession conceptualises human existence and development. The aim when 
developing this project was not to make a clear-cut decision to support either 
traditionalism or inclusionism. However, the articles that are part of this pro-
ject can, when read independently, be looked at as supporting one of the 
sides. This experience is perhaps one of the most central findings of this 
wider project. When developing and writing these articles, I found it was a lot 
easier to choose sides, paradigms or research programmes, and to develop the 
argument from one side. This experience clearly emphasises the challenge of 
this profession when discussing the value-base of special education.  
Choosing to support either traditionalism or inclusionism was quite easy, 
but the real challenge was changing perspectives and trying to compromise 
between different views. As pointed out in article 1, being able to change 
discourses or research programmes can be a fruitful way for the further de-
velopment of special education. Changing perspectives and being critical are 
challenging. For example, there is no statement made in this project that 
clearly justifies placement of children in segregated settings. However, there 
is also no statement made that children with special needs ought to be part of 
normal schooling. There is, however, a series of points made where it is 
shown that this either-or argument is highly problematic, and that we have to 
dig deeper into the traditionalism-inclusionism controversy in order to com-
prehend what this debate is really touching upon. Still, it seems that the dog-
matic way of arguing is well rooted in the debate between traditionalism and 
inclusionism, and that there is still a very long way to go before this ‘para-
digmatic war’ is over (Vehmas, 2008).  
It might be that this disagreement is partly rooted in an incongruity about 
how to relate to concepts that play an important role in today’s educational 
literature. The inclusive ideology, for example, represents a conceptualisation 
of the human being. Inclusionism within education is then a manifestation of 
society’s belief in human individuality and freedom: 
The very rational of the educational process and the role of the educator are 
founded on the humanist idea of a certain kind of subject who has the inherent po-
tential to become self-motivated and self-directing, a rational subject capable of 
exercising individual agency. The task of education has therefore been understood 
as one of ‘bringing out’, of helping to realise this potential, so that subjects be-
come fully autonomous and capable of exercising their individual and intentional 
agency (Usher and Edwards, 1996 s. 24–25). 
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Concepts such as ‘democracy’, ‘development’, ‘progress’, ‘liberation’, and 
‘enlightenment’ have great power because they have been a part of the educa-
tional tradition for at least a century. This long tradition is part of the basis 
for how we think and act within an educational system when we try to legiti-
mise educational practice. The different approaches presented in this thesis 
are not against the aim to Educate for Democracy. However as several arti-
cles in this thesis have pointed out, one should be cautious about how to de-
fine the specific rights people have, and to present them with educational 
objectives. The special-education profession must be understood as one that 
exists between political, ideological, and practical objectives. These various 
positions represent their own regime of ‘truth’ when they, for example, define 
the concept of democracy in education, and it is these regimes that are ex-
posed in the traditionalism-inclusionism controversy. It is thus important to 
emphasise that this ‘truth’ is not something we can escape from, but rather 
use to develop the special-education profession further in order better to sup-
port and help people who feel disabled in society. A central aim of this thesis 
was, therefore, through the articles, to present ways of conceptualising how 
these processes are part of the reasoning of special education. 
Because process is masked in the prevailing truth, it is obvious that it will 
often be difficult to identify the various aspects of this development. The 
critical reader may claim that this thesis is partly masking an aim to find a 
legitimate reason for special education to exist within the criticisms raised 
within the debate between traditionalism and inclusionism. If special educa-
tion is to be able to justify its existence, it must convince the public that the 
profession is good or right. Special education must be identified as a humane 
endeavour. 
The issues that are presented in this thesis are also part of another tradi-
tion in the educational literature: the criticism of the school’s mission and 
content. Plato presented in The Republic certain views on how education 
should be organised. Rousseau’s Emile presented an alternative educational 
project over 2000 years after Plato. Nietzsche (1995) chopped away at the 
German tradition of Bildung and the corruption it caused among German 
students. Adorno (1988a, 1988b) takes hold of the criticism of the German 
tradition of Bildung, and thereby emphasises Nietzsche’s statements with 
reference to the Jewish homicide. The German peasant’s son had been a vic-
tim of the cultural industry that made him ‘half-educated’ and easy to lead 
(Adorno, 1988). Today, the criticism continues in research in the philosophy 
and history of education (e.g., Biesta 2004; Dale, 2001a, b; Løvlie, 2003, 
2005, Schmidt, 2003; Telhaug, 2003, 2004, Steinnes, 2006). The challenges 
experienced within special education are, therefore, not unique to this profes-
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sion, but are included in a general discussion of the social situation in today’s 
society and the role of education.  
Following up the approach described in article 2 of this thesis, one should 
evaluate whether this thesis is progressively scientific or degenerative. This 
consideration should be based on whether this thesis brings something new to 
the field. Basically my preparation of the articles was not simply to avoid 
copying the earlier work, but was rather to illuminate the familiar phenomena 
by means of alternative theories in order to expand the self-understanding of 
special education. An alternative focus on the well known phenomena are not 
unknown within the special education research (e.g., Froestad, 1995; Kirke-
bæk, 1993), but perhaps this thesis changes the themes and theoretical 
perspectives more than is usually seen within a doctoral thesis because of the 
different aspects raised and the different theoretical framework used.  
I hope the relatively large perspective shifts which have been submitted in 
order to conceptualise the special education area have proven to be both chal-
lenging and provoking. I believe that special education to a greater extent 
needs to be able to perform a meta-analysis of its own epistemological roots 
and position in order to deal with the traditionalism-inclusionism controversy 
within special education. However, it is not enough to be critical; it is also 
necessary to formulate and try out new ideas and approaches in order to meet 
the needs of people that feel disabled. The scientific development of special 
education should, according to this thesis, increasingly present research that 
cuts across the various research programmes. In line with Danforth (2006), I 
shall attempt to offer some tentative guidelines for future progress within this 
field: 
• How do we understand such concepts as democracy, liberty, and eq-
uality within the educational setting, and what role should the special 
educational field play there? The goal of special educational research 
should not only be to develop methods based on an already accepted 
theoretical framework, but should also focus on the relationship be-
tween research and practice in accordance with how we understand 
such concepts.  
• It might be that the school itself is not a good place to make democ-
racy work, but that should not reduce the school’s obligation to make 
every effort to offer an education about democracy. A democratic 
society seems to be a general civic goal and special education should 
cooperate with general education in order to deal with this goal.  
• Special education must deal openly with the fact that this profession is 
dependent on the special, the different, person existing. However, this 
profession’s obligation is to reduce, or to minimise, the deviant social 
implications of being special. As pointed out in this thesis, the tradi-
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tionalism-inclusionism controversy is partly caused by different ap-
proaches to reducing the problem of being disabled in society. How-
ever, both approaches should be aware of their dependence on the 
special, and this fact should constantly remind the profession that our 
understanding and how we approach the special is changing and so is 
the special. Therefore, in order to develop new ways of understanding 
special education, spaces must be made where it is possible to think 
differently. Special education can thus draw on alternative research 
areas in order to discover alternative strategies for the delicate task of 
dealing with difference within education.  
 
The traditionalism-inclusionism controversy in special education: a conceptual analysis 37 
Literature 
 
Abbot, A. (1995a). The system of professions. An essay on the Division of Expert 
Labor. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.  
Abbot, A. (1995b). Boundaries of social work or social work of boundaries? Social 
Service Review, 69(4), 545–562. 
Abbot, A. (1995c). Things of boundaries. Social Research, 62(4), 857–883. 
Adorno, T. W. (1988a). Oppdragelse etter Auschwitz. Agora, 2, 41–54. 
Adorno, T. W. (1988b). Halvdannelsens teori. Agora, 2. 55–79. 
Armstrong F., & Barton, L. (1999). Is there anyone there concerned with human 
rights? Cross-cultural connections, disability and the struggle for change in 
England. In F. Armstrong and L. Barton (Eds), Disability, Human rights and 
Education: Cross-Cultural perspectives. Buckingham: Open University Press.  
Armstrong, F. (2003). Spaced out: policy, difference and the challenge of inclusive 
education. London: Kluwer.  
Ball, T. (1976). From Paradigms to Research Programmes: Towards a Post-Kuhnian 
Political Science. American Journal of Political Science, 20(1), 151–173. 
Barton, L., & Slee, R. (1999). Competition, Selection and Inclusive Education. Inter-
national Journal of Inclusive Education, 3(1), 3–12.  
Biesta, G. (2004). Against learning. Reclaiming a language for education in an age of 
learning. Nordisk Pedagogikk, 24(1), 70–82. 
Bjarnason, D. (2010). Gjennom labyrinten: Hva er (spesial)pedagogikk i et inklude-
rende miljø? In R. S. Hausstätter & S.M. Reindal (Eds), Spesialpedagogikk og 
etikk: kollektivt ansvar og individuelle rettigheter. Kristiansand: Høyskolefor-
laget.  
Brante, T. (1988). Sociological approaches to the professions. Acta Sociologica. 31(2) 
119–142. 
Brantlinger, E. (1997). Using Ideology: Cases of Non recognition of the Politics of 
Research and Practice in Special Education. Review of Educational Research, 
67(4), 425–59  
Brantlinger, E., Jimenez, R., Klingner, J., Pugach, M., & Richardson, V. (2005) Quali-
tative Studies in Special Education. Exceptional Children, 71(2), 195–207. 
Brunner, J. (1960). The process of education. Harvard: Harvard University Press  
Chalmers, A. F. (1999). What is this thing called Science? Buckingham: Open Uni-
versity Press.  
Chernoff, F. (2004). The Study of Democratic Peace and Progress in International 
Relations. International Studies Review. 6(1), 49–77.  
Connolley, S., & Hausstätter, R.S. (2009). Tocqueville on democracy and inclusive 
education: a more ardent and enduring love of equality than of liberty. Euro-
pean Journal of Special Needs Education, 24(3), 231–243. 
Dale, E. L. (2001a). Pedagogikkutdanning og erkjennelsesinteresser. I: T. Kvernbekk 
(red.), Pedagogikk og lærerprofesjonalitet. Oslo: Gyldendal.  
Dale, E. L. (2001b). Pedagogikk og samfunnsforskning. I: J-E. Hansen (red.), Norsk 
tro og tanke. Oslo: Universitetsforlaget. 
Dale, E. L. (2008). Fellesskolen – reproduksjon av sosial ulikhet. Oslo: Universitets-
forlaget. 
38 Rune Sarromaa Hausstätter 
 
Danforth, S. (1997). On what basis hope? Modern progress and postmodern possibili-
ties. Mental Retardation, 35(2), 93–107. 
Danforth, S. (2000). What Can the Field of Developmental Disabilities Learn From 
Michel Foucault. Mental Retardation, 38(4), 364–370.  
Danforth, S. (2004). Postmodern heresy in Special Education: a Sociological analysis. 
Mental Retardation, 42(6), 445–458.  
Danforth, S. (2006). From Epistemology to Democracy: Pragmatism and the Reorien-
tation of Disability Research. Remedial & Special Education, 27(6), 337–345. 
Elstad E., & Sivesind, K. (2010). PISA – Sannheten om skolen? Oslo: Universitetsfor-
laget. 
Emanuelsson, I. (2001). Reactive versus proactive support coordinator roles: an inter-
national comparison. European Journal of Special Needs Education, 16(2), 
133–142. 
Emanuelsson, I. Persson, B., & Rosenqvist, J. (2001). Forsking inom det specialpeda-
gogiska området – en kunskapsöversikt. Stockholm: Skolverket  
Fawundu, F. (1991). Blaug on Kuhn versus Lakatos and the Marginalist Revolution. 
Atlantic Economic Journal, 19(1), 29–32. 
Foucault, M. (1980). Power and Strategies. In C. Gordon (Ed.), Power/Knowledge. 
Selected interviews and other writings 1972–1977 by Michel Foucault. Lon-
don: Harvest Press Limited. 134–146. 
Foucault, M. (1994). Power. Essential works of Foucault 1954–1984. London: Pen-
guin.  
Foucault, M. (1999). Galskapens historie. Oslo, Gyldendal. 
Foucault, M. (2000). Klinikkens fødsel. København: Hans Reizel.  
Foucault, M. (2001) Overvåkning og straff. Oslo: Gyldendal 
Freud, S. (1999). Ubehaget i kulturen. Oslo: Cappelen.  
Froestad, J. (1995). Faglige diskurser, intersektorelle premisstrømmer og variasjoner 
i offentlig politikk – døveundervisning og hadikapomsorg i Skandinavia på 
1800-tallet. Rapport nr. 34, Institutt for administrasjon og organisasjonsviten-
sap, Universitetet i Bergen.  
Gaad, E. (2004). Cross-cultural perspectives on the effect of cultural attitudes towards 
inclusion for children with intellectual disabilities. International Journal of 
Inclusive Education, 8(3), 311–328. 
Gallagher, D. J. (1998). The Scientific Knowledge Base of Special Education: Do We 
Know What We Think We Know. Exceptional Children, 64(4), 493–502. 
Gallagher, D. J. (2001). Neutrality as a Moral Standpoint, Conceptual Confusion and 
the Full Inclusion Debate. Disability & Society, 16(5), 637–654. 
Gallagher, D. J., Heshusius, L., Iano, R. P., & Skrtic, T. M. (2004). Challenging 
Orthodoxy In Special Education: Dissenting Voices. Denver: Love publishing 
company.  
Gjessing H.-J. (1969): Integreringen av funksjonshemmede. Hva vil det kreve? Spesi-
alpedagogikk, 18. 
Gubrium J. F., & Holstein, J. A. (2003). Postmodern interviewing. London: Sage.  
Hacking, I. (1999). The social construction of what? Harvard: Harvard University 
Press 
Hacking, I. (2002). Inaugural lecture: Chair of Philosophy and History of Scientific 
Concepts at the College de France, 16 January 2001. Economy and Society, 
31(1), 1–14. 
Literature 39 
 
Hacking, I. (2006). Kinds of People: Moving Targets. The tenth British Academy 
Lecture. 11 April 2006 at the British Academy (http://www.proc.britac.ac.uk/ 
tfiles/151p285.pdf). 
Haug, P. (1999). Spesialundervisning i grunnskulen. Grunnlag, utvikling og innhald. 
Oslo: Abstrakt forlag.  
Haug, P. (2003). Qualifying teachers for the school for all. I: K. Nes, M. Strømstad & 
T. Booth (red.), Developing inclusive teacher education. New York: Rout-
ledge  
Hausstätter R. S., & Connolley, S. (2007). Towards an Ethics of Research Program-
mes in Special Education. International Journal of Disability, Development 
and Education, 54(4), 369–380 
Hausstätter R. S. (2007a). Spesialpedagogiske grunnlagsproblemer. Mellom ideologi 
og virkelighet. Bergen: Fagbokforlaget. 
Hausstätter R. S. (2007b). Students’ reasons for studying special needs education: 
challenges facing inclusive education. Teacher Development, 11(1), 45–57. 
Hausstätter, R. S., & Sarromaa, S. (2008a). Hva er finsk spesialpedagogikk? Spesial-
pedagogikk. Nr 7. 
Hausstätter, R. S., & Sarromaa, S. (2008b). Finsk skole og den finske læreren – en 
historisk og kulturell reise. Spesialpedagogikk. Nr 6. 
Hausstätter, R. S., & Takala, M. (2008). The core of special teacher education: a 
comparison of Finland and Norway. European Journal of Special Needs Edu-
cation, 23(2), 121–134. 
Hausstätter, R. S., & Takala, M. (2009). The road to excellence through special edu-
cation? A comparison of Finland and Norway. Presentation at NERA Trond-
heim  
Hausstätter, R. S., & Takala, M. (2010). Can special education make a difference? 
Exploring the differences of special educational systems between Finland and 
Norway in relation to the PISA results. Scandinavian Journal of Disability 
Research. (IFirst) 
Hausstätter, R. S. (2004). An alternative framework for conceptualising and analysing 
special education research. European Journal of Special Needs Education, 
19(3), 367–374. 
Hausstätter, R. S. (2009). Ingen sto igjen, men hvor løp de hen? Perspektiver på tidlig 
intervensjon i skolen. Spesialpedagogikk Nr 5. 
Hautamäki, J. (1993). Schooling the mind. Education revised. In H. Perho, H. Täty 
og P. Sinisalo (Eds), Crossroads between mind, society and culture. Joensuu: 
Joensuu University Press.  
Hegarty, S. (2001). Inclusive education—a case to answer. Journal of Moral Educa-
tion, 30(3), 243–249. 
Horkheimer, M., & Adorno, T. W. (1995). Opplysningens dialektik. Filosofiske frag-
menter. København: Gyldendal.  
Hutcheon, L. (2002). The politics of postmodernism. London: Routledge 
Iano, R. P. (1990). Special Education Teachers: Technicians or Educators? Journal of 
Learning Disabilities, 23(8), 462–465. 
Kauffman, J. M., & Sasso, G. M (2006). Toward Ending Cultural and Cognitive 
Relativism in Special Education. Exceptionality, 14(2), 65–90. 
Kavale, K., & Mostert, M. P. (2004). The positive side of special education. Minimiz-
ing its fads, fancies, and follies. Oxford: Scarecrow Education.  
40 Rune Sarromaa Hausstätter 
 
Kavale, K. A., & Forness, S. R. (2000). History, Rhetoric and Reality: Analysis of the 
Inclusion Debate. Remedial and Special Education, 21(5), 279–296. 
Kirkebæk, B. (1993). Da de åndssvage blev farlige. Holte: Socpol. 
Kivirauma, J., & Ruho, K. (2007). Excellence through Special Education? Lessons 
from the Finnish School Reform. International Review of Education, 53(3), 
283–302. 
Kjærnsli, M., Lie, S., Olsen, R. V., & Roe A. 2007. Tid for tunge løft. Oslo: Universi-
tetsforlaget. 
Kuhn, T. S. (1962/1996). The structure of Scientific Revolutions. Chicago: The Uni-
versity of Chicago Press. 
Lakatos, I. (1995). Methodology of scientific research programmes. I: J. Worrall & G. 
Currie (red.), Imre Lakatos the methodology of scientific research program-
mes. Philosophical papers volume 1. Cambridge: University Press. 
Løvlie, L. (1992). Postmodernism and subjectivity. I: S. Kvåle (red.), Psychology and 
postmodernism. London: Sage.  
Løvlie, L. (2003). Det Nye Pedagogikkfaget. Norsk Pedagogisk Tidsskrift, nr. 1/2, 3–
18. 
Løvlie, L. (2005). Ideologi, Politikk og Læreplan. Norsk Pedagogisk Tidsskrift, nr. 4, 
269–278. 
Lunt, I., & Norwich, B. (1999). Can Effective Schools Be Inclusive Schools? Oxford: 
Institute of Education  
Lyotard, J. F. (1984). The Postmodern Condition: A report on knowledge. Min-
neapolis: University of Minneapolis Press.  
Markusen, E., Strømstad, M., Carlsen, T. C., Hausstätter, R. S., & Nordahl, T. (2007). 
Inkluderende spesialundervisning. Om utfordringer innenfor spesialundervis-
ningen i 2007. Rapport nr 1 fra prosjektet: Gjennomgang av spesialundervis-
ningen, Evaluering av Kunnskapsløftet. Utdanningsdirektoratet Rapport 
19/2007. 
Masterman, M. (1970). The nature of a paradigm. I: I. Lakatos og A. Musgrave (red.), 
Criticism and the growth of knowledge. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press.  
Molander, A., & Terum (2008). Profesjonsstudier. [The study of professions] Oslo: 
Universitetsforlaget 
Mostert, M. P., Kavale, K. A., & Kauffman, J. M. (2008). Challenging the refusal of 
reasoning in Special Education. Denver: Love publishing company. 
Nietzsche. F. (1995). Om våre utdannelsesinstitusjoners fremtid. Oslo: Spartacus. 
Nordahl, T., & Hausstätter, R.S. (2009). Spesialundervisningens forutsetninger, inn-
satser og resultater. Situasjonen til elever med særlige behov under Kunn-
skapsløftet [Special Education under the Knowledge Promotion Reform]. Ha-
mar: Høgskolen i Hedmark/Utdanningsdirektoratet 
Nutbrown, C., & Clough, P. (2004) Inclusion and exclusion in the early years: conver-
sations with European educators. European Journal of Special Needs Educa-
tion, 19(3), 301–315. 
Odom, S. L., Brantlinger, E., Gersten, R., Horner, R. H., Thompson, B., & Harris, K. 
R. (2005). Research in Special Education: Scientific Methods and Evidence-
Based Practices. Exceptional Children, 71(2), 137–148.  
Øverlid, B. (2002). Mønstre i velferdsstatens stemmer: regelanvendelse, skjønnsut-
øvelse og livsutfoldelse. Oslo: Absrakt 
Literature 41 
 
Persson, B. (2007). Elevers olikheter och specialpedagogisk kunskap. Stockholm: 
Liber.  
Popper, K. (1985). The problem of Demarcation. I: D. Miller (red.), Popper selec-
tions. New Jersey: Princeton.  
Ravneberg, B. (1997). Sosialkonstruktivisme og definisjoner av handikap. Notat nr 41. 
Bergen: Institutt for administrasjon og organisasjonsvitenskap, Universitetet i 
Bergen. 
Ravneberg, B. (2003). Spesialpedagogene og velferdsstaten. I: E. Benum, P. Haave, 
H. Ibsen, A. Schiøtz og E. Schrumpf (red.), Den mangfoldige velferden. Fest-
skrift til Anne-Lise Seip. Oslo: Gyldendal. 
Reindal, S, M. (2007). Funksjonshemming, kroppen og subjektet: noen grunnlags-
problemer innenfor spesialpedagogikk. Bergen: Fagbokforlaget. 
Ritzer, G. (1975). Sociology: a multiple paradigm science. Boston: Allyn & Bacon. 
Sabel, C., Saxenian, A.L., Miettinen, R., Kristensen, P.H., & Hautamäki, J. (2010). 
Individualized Service Provision in the New Welfare State: Lessons from Spe-
cial Education in Finland. Report Prepared for SITRA, Helsinki,  
Safran, S. P. (1989). Special Education in Australia and in the United States: A Cross-
Cultural analysis. The Journal of special education, 23(3), 330–341. 
Schein, E. H. (1972). Professional education: some new directions. NY: McGraw-
Hill. 
Schmidt. L-H. (2003). Pedagogikkens egenart: kunsten å oppdra. I: Arneberg P. Og 
Overland B. (red.), Pedagogikk mangfold og muligheter. Oslo: Damm & Søn. 
Skidmore, D. (1996). Towards an integrated theoretical framework for research into 
special education needs. European Journal of Special Needs Education, 11(1), 
33–47. 
Skjervheim, H. (1972). Det instrumentalistiske mistaket. I: N. Mediaas, J. Houge-
Thiis, S. Haga and J. B. Ellingjord (Eds.), Etablert pedagogikk – makt eller 
avmakt? Oslo: Gyldendal  
Skjervheim, H. (1974/1996). Deltagar og tilskådar. Skriftserie nr. 6. Instituttet for 
sosiologi universitetet i Oslo.  
Skrtic, T. (1991a). The Special Education Paradox: Equity as the Way to Excellence. 
Harvard Educational Review, 61(2), 148–206. 
Skrtic, T. (1991b). Behind Special Education. A Critical Analysis of Professional 
Culture and School Organization. Denver: Love Publishing Company. 
Slee, R. (1998): The politics of theorising special education. I: Clark, C., Dyson, A. & 
Millward, A. Theorising special education. London/New York: Routledge 
Smith, A. (2009). The daily me: a response to “Tocqueville on democracy and inclu-
sive education: a more ardent and enduring love of equality than of liberty”. 
European Journal of Special Needs Education, 24(3), 253–256. 
Smith, S. R. (2008). Social justice and disability. Competing interpretations of the 
medical and social models. I: K. Kristiansen, S. Vehmas og T. Shakespeare 
(Eds.), Arguing about disability: philosophical perspectives. London: Rout-
ledge.  
Söder, M. (1992). Normalisering og integrering: omsorgsideologier i et samfunn i 
endring. I: J. T. Sandvin (red.), Mot normalt? Omsorgsideologier i forandring. 
Oslo: Kommuneforlaget, 34–52. 
Stangvik, G. (1970). Effekter av spesialundervisning. En kritisk oversikt og et eget 
empirisk bidrag. Lärarhögskolan i Göteborg. Pedagogiska institutionen.  
42 Rune Sarromaa Hausstätter 
 
Steinnes, J. (2006). Den andre skoleporten. Om institusjonalisering av den pedago-
giske handling, et møte med Jacques Derridas språkkritiske perspektiver. 
Doktoravhandling ved NTNU: 105. Trondheim: Fakultet for samfunnsviten-
skap og teknologiledelse.   
Takala, M., & Hausstätter, R.S. (under rewiev). Special Education and Societal Cul-
tures: A Comparison of Finland and Norway. 
Telhaug, A. O. (2003). Pedagogikken – politikk eller vitenskap? Norsk pedagogisk 
tidsskrift Nr. 3/4, 213–215. 
Telhaug, A. O. (2004). Pedagogikkvitenskap i Krise? Norsk pedagogisk tidsskrift. Nr. 
6, 425–437.  
Telhaug, A. O., & Mediås, O. A. (2003). Grunnskolen som nasjonsbygger. Oslo: 
Abstrakt Forlag 
Thuen, H. (2002). I foreldrenes sted. Barneredningens oppdragelsesdirskurs 1820–
1900. Oslo: Pax. 
Usher, R., & Edwards, R. (1994). Postmodernism and Education. London: Routledge. 
Vehmas, S., & Mäkelä, P. (2008). The ontology of disability and impairment: a dis-
cussion of the natural and social features. In K. Kristiansen, S. Vehmas & T. 
Shakespeare, Arguing about disability: philosophical perspectives. London: 
Routledge  
Vehmas, S. (2008). Philosophy and Science: The Axes of Evil in Disability Studies? 
Journal of Medical Ethics, 34, 21–23. 
Vehmas, S. (2002). Deviance, difference and human variety: the moral significance of 
disability in modern bioethics. Turku: Turun yliopisto 
Vislie, L. (2003). From integration to inclusion: focusing global trends and changes in 
the western European societies. European Journal of Special Needs Educa-
tion, 18(1), 17–35. 
Walker, H. M., Forness, S. R., Kauffman, J. M., Epstein, M. H., Gresham, F. M. 
Nelson, C. M., & Strain. P. S. (1998). Macro-social validation: referencing 
outcomes in behavioural disorders to societal issues and problems. Behavioral 
Disorders, 24(1), 7–18. 
Wilson, J. (2000). Doing justice to inclusion. European Journal of Special Needs 
Education, 15(3), 297– 304. 
Wolpe, P. R. (1990). The holistic heresy: Strategies of ideological challenge in the 
medical profession. Social science & medicine, 31(8), 913–923. 
Wolpe, P. R. (1994). The dynamics of heresy in profession. Social science & medi-
cine, 39(9), 1133–1148. 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Original Articles 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
